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Rogers et al. teach a web browser system. 

Butman et al. teach a universal domain routing and publication control system. 
Lack of Patentable Subject Matter 

The claims on file are directed on non-patentable subject matter. 

The disclosed technical support answer system requires substantial, non-trivial human 
interaction to operate. The basis of the system is to allow an expert to provide answers to client 
inquiries. Subject matter that depends on the professional skill of an individual is not patentable. 

Furthermore, this system does not amount to a contribution or addition to the cumulative 
wisdom with respect to existing communication networks. The system described in this 
application uses common existing devices such as servers, databases, and firewalls. This does 
not amount to a new and innovative system and is therefore not patentable subject matter. 

Therefore claims 1-21 fail to describe any patentable subject matter and therefore do not 
comply with Section 2 of the Patent Act. 



Obviousness 

Claim 1 

This claim describes a technical support answer system comprising web and mail servers, a 
database, a firewall, an input unit, and an intranet. 

These are all standard network devices. All of these devices can be found in the systems 
taught by Rogers et al. and Butman et al.. The system of the subject claim is a generic network 
and is obvious in view of the teachings of the cited references and common knowledge in the 
art. 

Claims 1-6 and 8-21 do not introduce any inventive subject matter. 

In summary, claims 1-21 are obvious in view of Rogers et al., Butman et al., and common 
knowledge of the art and therefore does not comply with Section 28.3 of the Patent Act. 
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Indefiniteness 

Claim 19 

This claim begins as follows: " A technical support according to claim 16...". This should read " 
A technical support method according to claim 16...". 

This also applies to claim 20. 

In summary, claims 19 and 20 are indefinite and do not comply with Section 27(4) of the Patent 
Act. 

In view of the foregoing defects, the applicant is requisitioned, under Subsection 30(2) of the 
Patent Rules, to amend the application in order to comply with the Patent Act and the Patent 
Rules or to provide arguments as to why the application does comply. 

Under Section 34 of the Patent Rules, any amendment made in response to this requisition 
must be accompanied by a statement explaining the nature thereof, and how it overcomes each 
of the above objections. 
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